T he conceptual shortcomings of our paper (Kleindorfer et al. 1996) addressed by Curio (1998) rest primarily on a distinction between proximate and functional levels of analysis: he claims that our hypotheses are presented at the proximate level while almost all tests of predictions derived from the hypotheses are at the functional level. We agree that the paper provides only correlational and indirect evidence in support of the proximate hypothesis, and agree that several predictions are formulated and examined at the functional level. However, as stated in Kleindorfer et al. (1996) , we never conclude that chick reactions are the proximate cue for parental alarm calls; rather, we conclude that this avenue of research merits future attention given strong (functional) evidence for the biological relevance of this cue. Thus, although we 'studied chick reactions as a proximate cue for eliciting the parent's alarm calling' (page 1200), supporting evidence is either correlational at the proximate level or indirect at the functional level.
First, the 'unproven starting assumption' (Curio 1998) was not that alarm calls are directed towards chicks and correlate with the efficiency of antipredator reactions of chicks. Rather, these represent two classes of (functional) predictions: (1) alarm calls are directed towards chicks; and (2) alarm calling correlates with the efficiency of chick antipredator responses. Thus, the paper clearly contains predictions formulated at the functional level which were presented in the context of the proximate chick reaction hypothesis. At the proximate level, only one prediction is examined (page 1200), namely lower rates of alarm calling when chicks do not show antipredator responses (i.e. in the absence of the proposed proximate cue), and we examined this using correlational analyses.
Concerning the intended receivers of alarm calls, this is difficult to measure in the field, since alarm calls may be directed towards chicks even if the chicks do not respond to them and conversely chicks may respond to alarm calls even if they are not directed primarily towards the chicks. We provide only indirect evidence that alarm calls may be directed towards chicks by comparing the presence or absence of parent alarm calls to different predator types and chick responses. It is unclear to Curio why we make so much of the fact that chick antipredator responses are different for different predator types, and furthermore depend on whether parents alarm-call or not. The fact that the snake could not be seen by the chicks, coupled with observations that chicks tended to remain in the nest if parents did not alarm-call, and to jump from the nest if parents did alarm-call, suggests to us that parent alarm calls may be directed towards the chicks. If chicks react differentially to situations with and without alarm calls, we argue, then there is some biologically relevant reason why parents should use chick reactions as the cue for the onset of increased probabilities for alarm calling given the risks associated with parental alarm calling and potentially increased survival probabilities of the chicks. We never focus on subsequent alarm call intensity, nor the strength of response. Clearly more work is needed to identify the intended receivers of alarm calls in the field, as we conclude in the paper.
Throughout the paper, we focus on whether alarm call probabilities correlate with the occurrence of chick antipredator responses. This requires measurement of alarm call probabilities (calculated as the proportion of nests at which parents alarm-called per day of the nesting phase), and of the type and context of chick antipredator responses (an indirect measure of efficiency of response). Thus, the paper includes descriptive information on chick antipredator responses throughout the feeding phase (e.g. Figure 2 ), correlational evidence relating the probability of adult alarm calls and chick antipredator responses (e.g. Figures 2, 3) , and indirect evidence at the functional level of the importance of adult alarm calls for eliciting the correct chick response to experimentally placed predators (e.g. Figure 4 ).
Curio claims that almost all of our predictions are at the functional level but this is not so. (1) The lower rates of
